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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to the amendment file on August 03, 2007. 

2. Claims 1 and 9 are amended, claims 2 and 14 are cancelled, claim 19 is newly added, and 1,3-13 
and 15-19 are pending. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 3-8, 10-13, and 15-19 are objected to because of the following informalities: these claims 
are dependent claims and they should begin with the word "The" as referred to the parent claim. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis 
for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed in the 
United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for patent by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international 
application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shaH have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an 
application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United States and was 
published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1, 3-6, 8-13, and 15-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Bushe 
(US 6,978,422). 

Claim 1 : Bushe discloses a computer system having an operating system platform, a user interface 
framework system for rendering data according to a visual style defined for the data type, the system 
comprising: 
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a plurality of objects, wherein the plurality of objects have one or more data fields; (col. 5, line 

21-30). 

a style definition module for holding one or more visual style definitions to be selectively applied 
to the plurality of objects; (col. 1 1, lines 6-14 and fig. 4) 

a style lookup module for locating an associated visual style definition (col. 11, lines 6-14 and 
fig. 4); [Since style definitions define how the master view, task selections, managed object 
selections and data are to be displayed; therefore, style lookup is inherent], 
a binding (mapping) module for binding the one or more data fields to one of a properties of the 
appropriate visual style definition; (col. 5, lines 28-30). 

a tree assembler module for generating a visual representation of the data based on the 
appropriate visual style definition; (col.l 1, lines 6-22). 

a user interface element factory having additional user interface elements (col. 9, lines 13-24); 

a layout engine for adding one or more of the additional user interface elements to the visual tree 
(data dictionary) after the appropriate visual style definition has been bound to the one or more data fields 
(col. 9, lines 13-17) [the data dictionary can be updated with new managed resources after additional 
managed resources become available. That implies resources have been through the binding process]; and 

a rendering engine which uses the visual tree(data dictionary) passed to the layout engine (view 
renderer) to render the data for display (col. 1 5, lines 36-48 and fig. 4). 

Claim 3: Bushe discloses the system as in claim 1 above, wherein the objects are independent from the 
visual styles, (col. 19, lines 66-67 and col.20, lines 1-8). 



Claim 4: Bushe discloses the system as in claim 1 above, wherein the tree assembler (XML parser) 
module builds a visual tree to represent the visual elements of the display, (col. 3, lines 21-38). 
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Claim 5: Bushe discloses the system as in claim 1 above, wherein the plurality of objects are displayed as 
a list (col. 17, lines 49-60). 

Claim 6: Bushe discloses the system as in claim 1 above, wherein the plurality of objects are displayed as 
a menu (col. 14, lines 18-30). 

Claim 8: Bushe discloses the system as in claim 1 above, wherein the objects form a group, and wherein 
the system further comprises a group visual style definition and wherein the tree assembler module 
generates the visual representation based on the group visual style, the group visual style being 
independently defined from the data items, (col. 14, lines 17-52 and fig. 3) 

Claim 9: Bushe discloses a method of displaying data according to an appropriate visual style comprising: 

receiving a request to display one or more data items; (col. 16, lines 43-45). 

locating the appropriate visual style, wherein the appropriate visual style is independently defined 
from the one or more data items; (col. 18, lines 54-58). 

generating a visual tree (expanded set of object selections) using the one or more data items and 
the appropriate visual style; (col. 17, lines 6-20). 

binding (mapping) properties in the visual tree to properties of the one or more data items; (col. 

15, lines 14-23). 

adding additional user interface elements to the visual tree after the properties in the visual tree 
have been bound to the one or more data items (col. 5, lines 1-6 and fig. 4) [additional views can be 
created or existing views can be modified for resource management before or after the creation of a 
resource management application while managed object data associated with managed resources were 
already mapped]; and 
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rendering the display based on the visual tree having the additional user interface elements (col. 
5, lines 6-15) [a resource management application can incorporate any additional or newly defined views 
which are to be applied and a new view will display resource data resulting from the application of the 
task to the selected resources]. 

Claim 10: Bushe discloses the method as in claim 9 above, further comprising declaring the data items 
using data objects (col. 19, lines 53-61). 

Claim 1 1 : Bushe discloses the method as in claim 9 above, further comprising: 

automatically updating the visual tree in response to a change to a relevant data item. (col. 9, lines 13-20) 

Claim 12: Bushe discloses the method as in claim 1 1 above, wherein the change to a relevant data item, 
involves the addition of a relevant data item (col. 9, lines 3-11). 

Claim 13: Bushe discloses the method as in claim 1 1 above, wherein the change to a relevant data item 
involves the deletion of a relevant data item (col. 9, lines 3-11). 

Claim 15: Bushe discloses the method as in claim 9 above, wherein the data items form a list (col. 17, 
lines 49-60). 

Claim 16: Bushe discloses the method as in claim 9 above, wherein the data items form a menu box.(col. 
14, lines 18-30). 



Claim 18: Bushe discloses the method as in claim 9 above, further comprising: 
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defining (determine) a visual style for a group (col. 17, lines 1-5); 
associating the data items with the group (col. 17, lines 6-15); 

in response to the request to display the data items, locating (identifying) the visual style for the 
group (col. 16, lines 16-21); and 

generating the visual tree based on the visual style for the group (col. 1 7, lines 6-20). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.'S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this 
title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 7 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bushe (US 
6,978,422) in view of Hanggie (US 2003/0231204 Al). 

Claim 7: Bushe discloses a system as in claim 1 above, but does not explicitly disclose a plurality of 
objects are displayed as a combo box. However, Hanggie discloses a "themeable user interface elements 
include controls such as a graphically displayed push button, combo box... "(page 4, par. [0040]). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to incorporate this feature in Bushe . One would have been motivated to do it in order to provide 
application developers better ways to combine user interface and elements with data. 



Claim 17: Bushe discloses the method as in claim 9 above, but does not explicitly disclose the data items 
form as a combination box. However, Hanggie discloses a "themeable user interface elements include 
controls such as a graphically displayed push button, combo box... "(page 4, par. [0040]). Therefore, it 
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would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
incorporate this feature in Bushe. One would have been motivated to do it in order to provide application 
developers better ways to combine user interface and elements with data. 

8. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bushe (US 6,978,422) in 
view of Lynch et al . (US 6,558,431 Bl). 

Claim 19: Bushe discloses a method as defined in claim 9 above, but does not explicitly disclose: 
detecting a change dynamically in a relevant data item; 
invalidating the visual tree; 
recognizing the invalidation of the visual tree; and 

in response to recognizing the invalidation of the visual tree, regenerating the necessary portions 
of the visual tree; and 

re-rendering the display based on the regenerated visual tree. 
However, Lynch discloses: 

detecting a change dynamically in a relevant data item (col. 4, lines 53-57); 

invalidating the visual tree (col. 6, lines 1-28); 

recognizing the invalidation of the visual tree (col. 6, lines 1-28); 

in response to recognizing the invalidation of the visual tree, regenerating the necessary portions 
of the visual tree (col. 6, lines 41-52); and 

re-rendering the display based on the regenerated visual tree (col. 7, lines 46-61). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to incorporate these features in Bushe . One would have been motivated to do so in order to modify 
the display in response to changes in data items. 
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Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed on 08/03/2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

With respect to claim 1, applicant argues: 

a) . Bushe et al. does not have separate structures or elements where, after a visual style has been 
bound to one or more data fields from a style definition module 310, that additional user interface 
elements in a separate structure (user interface element factory 324, FIG. 3 in the specification) are added 
by a layout engine 322 and then rendered by a rendering engine 320. All of these structures or elements 
and functions are claimed in amended claim 1. 

In response, examiner notes that the limitation "separate structures or elements where, after a 
visual style has been bound to one or more data fields from a style definition module 310, that additional 
user interface elements in a separate structure (user interface element factory 324, FIG. 3 in the 
specification) are added by a layout engine 322 and then rendered by a rendering engine 320" is not 
recited in claim 1 

b) . Bushe et al. does not teach or disclose a separate user interface element factory 324 (page 12, 
lines 24-29 in the specification), which is in addition to the style definitions module 310 (page 10, lines 
12-20 in the specification) disclosed by applicant. 

In response, examiner respectfully disagrees and notes that Bushe et al. discloses this feature at 
(col. 9, lines 13-24) "additional managed resources that become available for management by a resource 
management application". 
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Applicant further argues "The separate user interface element factory allows additional user 
interface elements to be applied to the data after the stored style definitions have already been applied. 
These additional user interface elements are applied through a separate layout engine (page 12, lines 24- 
29 in the specification), which is different and distinct from the rendering engine (page 12, lines 21-24 in 
the specification)". 

Examiner notes that the limitations "The separate user interface element factory allows additional 
user interface elements to be applied to the data after the stored style definitions have already been 
applied" and "These additional user interface elements are applied through a separate layout engine" are 
not recited in claim 1 . 

c). Bushe et al. does not teach or suggest this added functionality, which essentially is a post 
processing operation performed after style definitions have been applied, and can be used to "determine 
where to place certain display items and how large to make them relative to the physical characteristics of 
a particular computer system" (see page 12, lines 27-29 in the specification). 

In response, examiner notes that the limitation "added functionality, which essentially is a 
post processing operation performed after style definitions have been applied, and can be used to 
"determine where to place certain display items and how large to make them relative to the physical 
characteristics of a particular computer system" (see page 12, lines 27-29 in the specification)" is not 
recited in claim 1 . 
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In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of applicant's 
invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., "The separate user interface 
element factory allows additional user interface elements to be applied to the data after the stored style 
definitions have already been applied" and "These additional user interface elements are applied through 
a separate layout engine", "post processing operation performed after style definitions have been applied" 
and "determine where to place certain display items and how large to make them relative to the physical 
characteristics of a particular computer system") are not recited in the rejected claim 1 . Although the 
claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the 
claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

With respect to claim 9, applicant argues: 

Neither Bushe et al. nor Lynch et al. does not teach or suggest: "adding additional user interface 
elements to the visual tree after the properties in the visual tree have been bound to the one or more data 
items" 

"rendering the display based on the visual tree having the additional user interface elements" 

In response, examiner respectfully disagrees, the limitations "adding additional user interface 
elements to the visual tree after the properties in the visual tree have been bound to the one or 
more data items" and "rendering the display based on the visual tree having the additional user 
interface elements" were not previously presented and have been added in this amendment. These 
newly added limitations change the scope of claim 9. 

With respect to claim 7, applicant argues: 

Bushe et al. does not teach or suggest all the elements and limitations of Applicant's independent 

claim 1. 
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In response, examiner respectfully disagrees and refers the applicant to the above response to 
arguments concerning claim 1 . 

With respect to claim 17, applicant argues: 

Applicant believes that Bushe et al. in combination with Lynch et al. does not render claim 9 
obvious. Therefore, combining Hanggie et al. with the teaching of Bushe et al. and Lynch et al. would not 
arrive at Applicant's claimed invention in claim 17. 

In response, examiner respectfully disagrees and refers the applicant to the above response to 
arguments concerning claim 9. 

Conclusion 

1 0. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

a. Uchiyama et al. (EP 0865000 A2) discloses image processing method and apparatus. 

b. Bhargava et al. (US 6219055 Bl) discloses computer based forming tool. 

c. Bestgen et al. (US 6915290 B2) discloses database query optimization apparatus.... 

d. David et al. . (US 2004/0189669 Al) discloses system and method for managing visual 
structure.... 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Phenuel S. Salomon whose telephone number is (571) 270-1699. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Mon-Fri 7:00 A.M. to 4:00 P.M.(Alternate Friday Off) EST. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272 4124. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-3800. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer 
Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR 
CANADA) or 571-272-1000. A / / 
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Supervisory Primary Examiner 



